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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s not often that a vacation judge is called upon to decide 
a question of such importance as that which formed the subject 
of the judgment of Farwett, J., in Zaff Vale Railway Co. v. 
Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants (reported elsewhere). 
Hitherto it has been generally assumed that a trade union, 
being an unincorporated association, was not liable to be 
sued, and in Lyons v. Wilkins (46 W. R. 461), where 
a trade union had been made a defendant, the society 
was struck out by Byryz, J., at the hearing. It does not 
appear that upon that occasion the matter was made the subject 
of argument, but it has now been fully discussed before 
FarwELt, J., and ina considered judgment that learned judge 
has held that a trade union is capable of being made a bie 
dant in an action of tort, and, to the extent of its funds, 
is responsible for wrongful acts committed by its agents; 
and as a corollary he has held that the trade union can be 
restrained by injunction from allowing such acts to be com- 
mitted. As the strike out of which the question has arisen is 
now at an end there will, of course, be no appeal, but it is 
unfortunate that a matter of such importance should not be 
submitted to a higher tribunal. It is not denied that in general 
it is only an individual ora corporation which is capable of being 
sued, but in the case of trade unions Farwe 1, J., considers that 
the capacity to be sued is a result of the statutes under which 
trade unions have been legalized. Formerly any combination 
among workmen to raise wages was treated as criminal, but the 
rule was relaxed by 6 Geo. 4, c. 129, and was finally abolished 
by the Trade Union Act, 1871. Section 2 of the latter statute 
provided that the purposes of a trade union should not, 
by reason merely that they were in restraint of trade, 
be deemed to be unlawful, so as to render a member 
liable to criminal prosecution for conspiracy or otherwise, 
and provision was made for the registration and regula- 
tion of trade unions. By section 7 land not exceeding one acre 
could be held by trade unions, and by section 8 all real and 
personal estate of a trade union was to be vested in trustees. 
The natural persons to sue or be sued in respect of such 
property would be the trustees and express provision to this 
effect is made by section 9. 


* 





Ir wovutp seem to follow from this statutory provision for the 
vesting in trustees of the property of trade unions, and for the 
bringing and defending of actions by the trustees, that the 
Legislature were perfectly cognizant of the fact that since 
incorporation was no part of the scheme for legalizing trade 
unions, such societies could not appear as plaintiffs or as 
defendants in legal proceedings. Farwett, J., however, holds 
that the capacity to sue or be sued is a result of the statutory 
capacity to hold property. ‘‘ Although,” he says, ‘‘ a corporation 
and an individual or individuals may be the only entities 
known to the common law whe can sue or be sued, it is competent 
to the Legislature to give to an association of individuals, 
which is neither a corporation nor a partnership nor an indi- 
vidual, a capacity for owning property and acting by agents, and 
such capacity in the absence of express enactment to the 
contrary involves the necessary correlative of liatlity to the 
extent of such property for the acts and defaults of such 
agents.”” And subsequently, ‘‘The Legislature, in giving a 
trade union the capacity to own property and the capacity to act 
by agents has, without incorporating it, given it two of the 
essential qualities of a corporation, essential, I mean, in respect 
of liability for tort, for a corporation can only act by its agents 
and can only be made to pay by means of its property. 
, The proper rule of construction of statutes such as 
these is that in the absence of express contrary intention the 
Legislature intends that the creature of the statute shall have 
the same duties, and that its funds shall be subject to the same 





Pustic Genernat Bratvurss, 


liabilities, as the general law would impose on a private 
45 








THE SOLIC{TORS’ JOURNAL. 





Sept. 8, 1900. 





—— 


712 





individual doing the same thing. It would require very clear 
and express words of enactment to induce me to hold that the 
Legislature had in fact legalised the existence of such responsible 
’ bodies with such wide capacity for evil.”” These are obviously prin- 
ciples of great importance, and before they can be accepted as cor- 
rect they will require further discussion, especially as their effect is 
to alter entirely the prevailing opinion as to the liability of trade 
unions to an action. Seeing that the Legislature made express 
provision for trade unions in certain respects, the inference 
would seem to be that their legal capacity was recognized only 
to the extent of these provisions, and that further incidents 
were not left to be implied. It may be desirable that trade 
unions should as unions be made amenable to the law, 
and that their funds should be made liable to pay com- 
pensation for any wrongs done under their auspices; but 
no provision to this end is made by the statute, and the 
Legislature have stopped short of incorporation which would 
unquestionably have been efficient for this purpose. Mr. Justice 
FaRWELL’s judgment, if we may say sv, is excellent for its 
lucidity and reasoning, save for that one point which leaves a 
doubt not likely at present to be solved. Does it not carry 
the capacities of trade unions further than the Act of 1871 
warrants ? 





THE pveEcision of Kennepy, J., in the recent case of Beckhuson 
v. Hamblet (1900, 2 Q. B. 18), shews that a commercial usage 
adopted solely for the sake of convenience may have an 
important effect upon the contractual rights of parties. The 
defendant had instructed a firm of brokers on the Stock 
Exchange to purchase for him 210 shares in a certain under- 
taking. The brokers had instructions from other clients to 
purchase further shares, and they lumped the various orders 
together and purchased 360 of the shares in their own names 
from the plaintiffs, who were jobbers on the Stock Exchange. 
Subsequently they appropriated in their books 210 of the 
shares s» purchased to the defendant, but before the day 
for settlement arrived, the stockbrokers were declared defaulters, 
and their current transactions were closed in accordance 
with rule 177 of the Stock Exchange rules, This requires that 
in every case of failure, the official assignee shall publicly fix 
the prices current immediately before the declaration, and at 
these prices all transactions shall be closed and the differences 
paid to or claimed from the official assignee. The «ntire 360 
shares were in this manner bought back by the plaintiffs and a 
difference of £93 2s. 6d. was due to them from the «fficial 
assignee. But on finding that a portion of the shares had been 
purchased for the defendant, they tendered such portion to 
him, and upon his refusal to accept them the plaintiff sold 
them and sued him for £186 7s. 6d., being the deficiency 
in the price realized upon the contract price. Had 
the stockbrokers made a contract for the purchase of 210 
shares se ly, it appears that the claim would have 
been . The procedure of rule 177 only relates to the 
settlement of the affairs of members of the St ck Exchange as 
between themselves, and does not interfere with their rights or 
liabilities as regards outsiders. Apart from the special usage of 
the Stock Exchange, the contract would be made by the brokers 
as agents for their client, and the jobbers would have the right 
to sue the principal upon discovering whu he was. In the 
present case, however, the brokers- did not enter into a contract 
in accordance with their instructions from the defendant. Their 
contract was to buy 360 shares, and this coutract in its entirety 
was one which the jobbers could not impute to the defendant ; 


Act, 1897, was given on the 27th ult. in the Gloucester County 
Court by Judge Exticorr in Cooke v. Wibbey. The plaintiff, 
who was twenty-eight years of age, had for ten years worked 
at the defendant’s saw-mills, first as a labourer and then 
as a machinist. In Ja .uary of this year, while working 
at a spindling machine, he met with an accident which 
interfered seriously with the use of his left hand. Before 
the accident he was paid at the rate of 53d. an hour, 
and was earning 28s. 6d. a week. After he had recovered 
from the immediate effects of the accident he returned to 
his employer’s works upon the understanding that suitable 
work should be found for him, and that his employer should 
take steps to ascertain the value of his work. This, however, 
the employer failed to do, but offered him the same rate of wage 
as befure—namely, 53d. an hour. In justification he alleged 
that the plaintiff, though iocapacitated for his former 
work, was still worth his old pay, on the ground of iis 
being a skilled machinist and a diligent workman. Tae 
plaintiff declined to take this view, and refused the wages, 
and after a fortnight left the employment. The case of a work- 
man refusing to accept wages at a higher rate than his market 
value is unusual, but having regard to the recovery of com- 
pensation under the Act the position which the plaintiff 
took up was quite intelligible. Under clause 2 of the 
first schedule the weekly payment by way of compensa 
tion is to be fixed by considering the difference between the 
amount of the average weekly earnings of the workman 
before the accident and the average amount which he 
is able to earn after the accident; and if he receives the 
same rate of wages as before—though in part by way of 
gratuity—the criterion for ascertaining the compensation is gone. 
Upon this ground the Court of Appeal, in Jrons v. Davis (47 
W. R. 616; 1899, 2 Q. B. 330), deprived a workman, who had 
returned to his old employment at his former wages, of compen- 
sation of 2s. 6d. a week, which had been awarded him in the 
county court, though one penny a week was allowed to stand in 
order to secure to the workman the chance of having the amount 
reviewed at a future date under clause 12. In the present case 
Judge Exuicorr held that the workman was justified in refusiag 
to remain in his employer’s service at a fictitious rate of pay. 
“It could never have been intended,” said the learned judge, 
‘‘that an employer should have the power, by offering a payment 
which was in part gratuitous, and which was declined upon that 
ground, to indefinitely postpone the making of an award... . 
‘lo offer a gratuity was neither to find employment nor to 
pay a wage. Such a course, besides destroying the workman’s 
chance of estimating the market value of his work, would seem 
to prejudice his position in the event of the employer’s 
bankruptcy; for the iusurer’s liability did not arise until 
compensation was assessed, and the charge conferred by section 
5 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, appeared to be 
confined to sums ascertained before baukruptcy.” Upon the 
evidence it appeared that the difference between the present and 
the former value of the plaintiff's work was 8s. 8d. a week, and 
he was awarded accordingly a weekly payment of 8s. until 
variation or redemption under clauses 12 and 13 of the schedule. 





SoME RECENT prosecutiuns by the Commissioners in Lunacy 
raise a question which, it is to be hoped, will be considered 
before the much-debated Lunacy Bill is reintroduced into 





Parliament. When the Legislature forbade the detention of 
|‘*lunatics” in unlicensed houses there is no doubt that it 


and if the whole was not his, they could not split it up and | intended the prohibition to be restricted to persons who were, 


attribute to hima part. The point can he tested at once by 
assuming that the defendant had been de-irous of enforcing the 
contract. Obviously he could not have compelled the jobbers 
to deliver less than 360 shares, and this was beyond the instruc- 
tions he had given to the brokers. In the similar case of May 
v. Angeli (13 T. L. R. 568), Lord Esuzr, M.R., used the same 
argument to shew that the contract made by the brokers could 
not be regarded as the contract of the clieut ; and in the present 
case, therefore, the defendant was held not to be liable at the 
suit of the jobbers. 


Ax InTergsTine decision on the Workmen’s Compensation 


in the legal sense of the term, of “unsound mind.” But this 
intention was not formally expressed ; and on the strength of 
the ambiguous definition of ‘‘ lunatic ”’ in section 341 of the Aut of 
| 1890 a tendency has grown up to try and draw casesof eccentricity 
or insanity of a degree which would not be fatal to civil 
capacity within the range of the penal sections. It would be 
well if this matter were put right iu any fresh lunacy legisla- 
tion. The early treatment of incipient insanity is of the utmost 
importance. it will never be generally attained if medical men 
| who undertake the care of patients in stages of mental disturb- 
ance falling far short of ‘‘unsoundness of mind” are not 
adequately protected from prosecution. 
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EXTRINSIC EVIDENCE IN THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF WILLS. 


A very interesting decision upon the extent to which extrinsic 
evidence is admissible in construing a will was given by the 
Court of Appeal (Lord Atvzrstonz, M.R., and Corrs, L.J.; 
Riesy, L.J., diss.) recently in Re Grainger (48 W.R. 673). 
For the purpose of applying the directions contained in a will 
extrinsic evidence is of course frequently necessary. “If,” it 
has been said, ‘‘ a testator devise the house he lives in, or his 
farm called Blackacre, or the lands which he purchased of A., 
parol evidence must be adduced to shew what house was occupied 
by the testator, what farm is called Blackacre, or what lands 
were purchased of A., such evidence being essential for the 
purpose of ascertaining the actual subject of disposition ” : 
Jarman on Wills (5th ed.), p. 397. This rule applies when the 
construction of the will, so far as the language is concerned, is 
clear, and it is simply a question of discovering what is the 
effect of that language when applied to the actual facts. To do 
so it is necessary to know what the actual facts are, and, so far 
as such facts do not appear upon the will itself, they must be 
ascertained by evidence outside the will. 

But the question of the admission of extrinsic evidence is 
attended with more difficulty when an attempt is made to use it 
in order to assist the construction of the will. The principle 
has sometimes been enunciated that since a will is required to 
be in writing, no evidence outside the writing itself can be used 
in construing it. But a distinction has been drawn between 
admitting evidence for the purpose of proving directly the 
intention of the testator and evidence for the purpose simply of 
placing a construction upon, or expounding, the will. ‘‘ Courts 
of law,” it is said in Wigram on Extrinsic Evidence, “ though 
precluded from ascribing to a testator any intention not 
expressed in his will, admit their obligation to give effect to 
every intention which the will, properly expounded, contains. 
The answer, therefore, to the question [What extrinsic evidence 
is admissible ?| must be, that any evidence is admissible which, 
in its nature and effect, simply explains what the testator has 
written ; but no evidence can be admissible which, in its nature 
and effect, is applicable merely to the purpose of shewing what 
he intended to have written: In other words, the question in 
expounding a will is—not what the testator meant, as distin- 
guished from what his words express—but simply, What is the 
meaning of his words? And extrinsic evidence, in aid of the 
exposition of his will, must be admissible or inadmissible with 
reference to its bearing upon the issue which this question 
raises.” 

In certain special cases, indeed, direct evidence of the 
testator’s intention is admissible. This, however, is not for the 
purpose of removing any doubt which arises upon the construc- 
tion of the will itself, but only for the purpose of removing a 
doubt which arises when it is sought to apply the words of the 
will, as already construed, to external facts. In other words, 
evidence of intention is not admissible for explaining a patent 
ambiguity—one which appears upon the face of the will—but it 
is admissible for removing a latent ambiguity—one which is not 
disclosed till it is sought to apply the directions of the will to 
the subjects of the testator’s gifts or to the objects of his bounty. 
“Where,” it is laid down in Wigram on Extrinsic Evidence, 
“the object of a testator’s bounty, or the subject of disposition 
(¢.¢., person or thing intended), is described in terms which are 
applicable indifferently to more than one person or thing, 
evidence is admissible to prove which of the persons or things so 
described was intended by the testator.” 

But where the words of the will are themselves ambiguous, 
although the ambiguity cannot be removed by direct evidence of 
the intention of the testator, yet the court is entitled to be put in 
possession of the surrounding circumstances, 80 as to be able to 
decide what, having regard to such circumstances, is a reasonable 
inference with regard to the intention of the testator as expressed 
by the words which he has used. Where the meaning of the 
words is clear, there is, of course, no necessity to call in extrinsic 
evidence to expound them. The principle in question applies 
only when, by reason of their difficulty, they stand in need of 
some indication as to the testator’s meaning ; and then the ju 
is entitled, by being put in the position of the testator, to 





| notwithstanding any difficulty that the courts may have felt in 





enabled to decide what was the intention which the testator had 
in his mind. ‘‘Though,” it is said in Jarman on Wills 
(5th ed., p. 393), “it is the will itself (and not the inten- 
tion as elsewhere collected) which constitutes the real and 
only subject to be expounded, yet, in performing this office, 
a court of construction is not bound to shut its eyes to the state 
of facts under which the will was made; on the contrary, an 
investigation of such facts often i lly aids in elucidating 
the scheme of disposition which occupied the mind of the 
testator. To this end it is obviously essential that the judicial 
expositor should place himself as fully as possible in the situa- 
tion of the person whose language he has to interpret.” 

In the same spirit it was said by Luvorey, L.J., in Dashwood 
v. Magniac (1891, 3 Ch. 306), in reference to the incorporation 
of custom in a written contract or in a grant ordevise: ‘ The 
law is not so unreasonable as to deny to the reader of an instru- 
ment the same light which the writer enjoyed.” It is always to 
be remembered, however, that evidence of surrounding circum- 
stances can only be used for the purpose of ascertaining 
the proper construction of the testator’s ; it cannot 
be employed to set up an intention which the testator has not 
expressed, however likely it may be that such conjectural 
intention would have been in accordance with his wishes. 
“When the court,” it was said by Suepzy, O., in Attorney- 
General v. Drummond (1 Dr. & War. 367), ‘‘ has possession of 
all the facts which it is entitled to know, they will only enable 
the court to put a construction on the instrument consistent with 
the words; and the judge is not at liberty, because he has 
acquired a knowledge of those facts, to put a construction upon 
the words which they do not properly bear.” 

In the case of Re Grainger (supra) a testator, after directing 
that all his just debts and funeral and testamentary e 
should be paid as soon as conveniently might be after his 
decease, made a specific legacy of plate, &c., and a devise of 
certain real estate. He next gave a number of general 
pecuniary legacies, amounting together to a sum of between 
eleven and twelve thousand pounds, and then he proceeded to 
give ‘‘all the residue and remainder of the sum of £9,187 lent 
on mortgage to Sir Joun Lawson, . and of the sum of 
£4,000 lent on mortgage to Mrs. Exiza Kinz, . . . after 
payment of my just debts and funeral expenses, and the 
expenses of proving this my will” to certain Roman Catholic 
priests. There was no general residuary gift. The testator 
used a printed form of will, and it is worthy of notice that the 
first direction for payment of debts was part of the printed form, 
but the rest of the will was in the testator’s own Seadesitions 
The position of the words “ all the residue and remainder ” of the 
mortgage sums obviously raised a very neat point of construction. 
Taking this bequest by itself, without reference to anything which 
had gone before, the meaning would be clear enough. The testa- 
tor was dealing with the balance of the £13,187 after payment 
thereout of his debts, &c. But if the gift was to be construed 
in connection with what had gone before, it was open to a very 
different construction. The testator had just given some £11,000 
in legacies without specifying any property out of which the 
legavies were to come. He was now going to deal with property 
worth £13,000. If he intended the legacies to be paid out of 
the moneys lent on mortgage, what more natural than that he 
should proceed to deal with the “rest and residue” of the 
£13,000? The express deduction from this sum of the debts 
and funeral and testamentary expenses is somewhat against this 
view ; for if the testator meant to deduct also the legacies it 
would have been easy for him to say so. Why, however, should 
he deduct the legacies over again if he thought that he had already 
deducted them in using the words “ all the residue,” &c. ? 

In this state of uncertainty as to the proper meaning of the 
will it would seem to be natural to have recourse to the principle 
stated above, and to seek to discover by the aid of the surrounding 
circumstances what was really the meaning with which the 
testator used the words. Ruesy, L.J., was opposed to this 
course on the ground that a construction could be placed on the 
will without bringing in extrinsic evidence. ‘ It must be borne 
in mind,” he said, “that a will is not ambiguous by reason only 
that it is difficult of construction. If it is finally held to bear 
a particular construction, that must govern its legal meaning, 
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arriving judicially at the construction. It is only ambiguous 
when, after full consideration, it is determined judicially that no 
interpretation can be given to it.” 

But with deference to the learned judge this dictum seems to 
reduce to a very narrow sphere the wholesome rule that the 
court in construing the testator’s will is entitled to a knowledge 
of the relevant circumstances under which it was made. It is 
just when the difficulty arises upon the words, and the court is 
seeking to ascertain what construction they should properly bear, 
that the knowledge of the surrounding circumstances is useful. 
If the court determines by all means, if possible, to put a con- 
struction upon the will itself, and to avoid resort to external 
evidence, the true meaning of the words as the testator used 
them may be quite lost. It is in the grappling with the 
difficulty which they cause that the knowledge of extrinsic 
circumstances is required. In the view of Ricsy, L.J., the 
words in question could be construed as giving, under the 
bequest of the residue of the mortgage sums, all that remained 
after deducting only the debts, &c. Hence he thought any 
extrinsic evidence was inadmissible. Both the Master of the 
Rolls and Coxtws, L.J., on the other hand, were inclined, 
on the will itself, to give the opposite effect to the words, 
and to treat “residue and remainder” as meaning what was 
left after payment of the legacies given just before. At 
any rate, if this view was not correct, the will, they con- 
sidered, was ambiguous, and the case, therefore, was ove for the 
admission of parol evidence. When this was brought in there 
was not much room for doubt as to the scheme which the 
testator had in his mind. At the time he made his will he had 
practically no property, except the chattels and real estate 
specifically devised, and the £13,000 out on mortgage. He 
subsequently acquired, on the death of his mother, a further 
sum of about £10,000, which was still in his possession at the 
time of his death ; but there was no evidence to suggest that he 
contemplated the receipt of this legacy at the time when he 
made his will. Considering the improbability that he would 
give large pecuniary legacies, and then withdraw the only 
known available fund for their payment, it was practically 
certain that he contemplated that they were to be paid out of 
sums lent on mortgage, and that it was only the balance of 


these sums, after payment of the legacies, of which he after- | 


wards meant to dispose. This view was accordingly adopted by 
the majority of the Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of 
Sriziine, J., with the result that there was an intestacy as to 
the £10,000. 


REVIEWS. 
PATENT LAW. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO LETTERS PATENT FOR 
INVENTIONS, WITH FULL APPENDICES OF STATUTES, RULES, AND 
Forms. By R. W. Watiacz, Q.C., and J. B. Witiiamson, 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The number of books devoted to the elucidation of the law of 
patents continues steadily to grow, and the book which is the subject 
of this notice forms no inconsiderable addition to the collection. 
Each book, as it appears, seems to be larger and more complete than 
those which went before it, and this work forms no exception 
to such a rule. While it can hardly be expected that it should 
all at once displace the older works—themselves all necessarily 
of quite modern compilation—it cannot be doubted that this book will 
fully hold its own with them in the competition for new readers. It 
deals exhaustively with all the various topics into which patent law 
branches out, such as revocation, prolongation, compulsory licences, 
and actions for threats, and we have not succeeded in discovering any 
omission of importance throughout the book. The authors have 
largely followed the very convenient plan of letting the 
authorized expounders of the law—the judges—state the law 
in their own way, by setting out a great number of extracts 
from judgments which contain statements of the principles 
recognized by the courts. The authors’ own statements are 
clear and precise. For instance, we do not remember to have 
read a more lucid explanation of the recognition of an importer of an 
invention as the equivalent of an inventor than the following: ‘‘ The 
merit in respect.of which the law recognizes that an inventor deserves 
to be p in the exceptional position of a monopolist is not the 
exercise by him of an unusual ingenuity per sc, but the fact that he 
has made « contribution of value to the stock of industrial knowledge ; 
snd so far as the public are concerned the value tu them of that 











contribution is precisely the same whether the patentee has invented 
it by his personal ingenuity, or imported it through his enterprize. 
In either case an addition is made to the stock of industrial know- 
ledge, and hence in the eyes of the Crown, so far at least as the 
original grant is concerned, an inventor and anu importer are properly 
held to be equally deserving of encouragement.” j 

The book contains a particularly full set of forms, applicable to all 
sorts of purposes, which cannot fail to be useful. The set of 
Acts, rules, &c., is also very complete, though a few notes to these, 
if only to direct attention to the pages in the text where the sections, 
&e., are discussed, would have been a valuable additiou. Iu the 
table of cases the dates and subject-watter of the cases are inserted, 
which may often save further search. Although the sanction of the 
President of the Board of Trade and of the Comptroller-General is 
stated to have been obtained to the use of the Royal Arms on the 
cover, we cannot help thinking that there are reasons which render 
such a use inexpedient. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
COSTS OF GARNISHEE PROCEEDINGS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged if you or any of your readers can 
inform me what is now the correct practice with regard to the costs 
of garnishee proceedings under which a judgment creditor recovers 
his debt. Under ord. 45, r. 9, such costs ure in the discretion of the 
court or judge. 

In the case of Adlington v. Conyngham (1898, 2 Q. B. 492) the 
master refused to make an order for the payment by the debtor of the 
judgment creditor’s costs of the garnishee proceedings on the ground 
that the practice in the Queen’s Bench Division was to treat such 
proceedings as a luxury, the costs of which the plaintiff could not 
throw on the defendant, and this order was confirmed by the judge 
in chambers. 

The Court of Appeal in that case declined to entertain the appeal 
ou the ground that the judge whose order was appealed from had 
given no leave to appeal, but they expressed a strong opinion 
that they did not understand the rule of practice which was 
sought to be made in the Queen’s Bench Division to treat such cases 
as a luxury the costs of which could not be claimed from the opposite 
party, and they stated that they could not look upon it as a luxury if 
the judgment creditor who could not get his debt paid took the only 
proceedings by which he had any prospect of obtaining payment. — 

I understand that notwithstanding this case the masters still 
contiuue their old practice, and I thiuk that you will agree with me 
that if this is so it ought to be altered, as it is a great hardship on 
judgment creditors. The attachment of debts is only another form 
of execution, and the costs of an execution are always added to the debt 
and are recovered from the defendant. ARTHUR 8S, MATHER. 

Liverpool, Sept. 4. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Before the Vacation Judge. 


TAFF VALE RAILWAY CO. v. AMALGAMATED SOCIETY OF RAILWAY 
SERVANTS AND OTHERS. 30th August and 5th September. 


Trave Union—Liapiiry to ne Suep ror Tort—Trape Union Act, 1871 
(34 & 35 Vicr. c. 31)—Trape Union Act AMENDMENT Act, 1876 (39 & 40 
Vict. c. 22). 

This was a summons in the Queen’s Bench Division, adjourned into 
court, taken out by the plaintiffs. By the summons an injunction was 
asked for to restrain the defendants, the Amalgamated Society of Railway 
Servants, Richard Bell, and James Holmes, from watching or besetting, 
or causing to be watched or beset, the Great Western Railway station ut 
Cardiff or the works of the plaintiffs or any of them, or the approaches 
thereto, or the places of residence, or any place where they may happen 
to be, of any workmen employed by or proposing to work for the plaintiffs 
for the purpose of persuading or otherwise preventing persons trom working 
for the plaintiffs, or for any purpose except merely to obtain or commuvi- 
cate information, and from procuring any persons who may have entered 
or may enter into contract. with the plaintiffs to commit a breach of such 
contracts. An interim injunction in terms of the summons was granted 
last week against the detendauts Bell (the general secretary) and Holmes 
(the organizing secretary of the defendant society), upon the uuthority of 
Lyons v. Wilkins (45 w. R. 19; 1896, 1 Ch. 811), but as regarded the 
defendant», the Amalgamated Suciety of Railway Servants, it was sub- 
mitted that the society was not ares] person nor # corporate person : Lyons’ 
case (46 W. R. 461; 67 L. J. Ch. 383) Trade unions were origiually 
illegal associations. By the Trade Union Act, 1871 (384 & 35 Vict. cv. 31), 
the Legislature for some purposes recognized them, but it did not recognize 
them or give them an entity except for the particular purpores mentioned 
in the statute: Rigby v. Connol (28 W. R. 650, 14 Ch. D. 482), Re Amos (39 
W. R 550; 1891, 3 Oh. 159), Wolfe v. Matthews (30 W. K. 838, 21 Ch. D. 
194), and Crocker v. Knight (40 W. R. 353; 1892, 1 Q. B. 703). For the 
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plaintiffs it was said that, under the Act of 1891, a trade union can be 
proceeded against for penalties: see sections 8, 9, and 15. Trollope v. 
London Building Trades Federation (72 L. T. 342) aleo sbewed that a trade 
union could be sued. The society bad also taken out a summons to strike 
out their name as defendants, upon the ground that they were not proper 
parties to the action. Cur. adv. vult. 
FarwBELt, J., on the 5th of September, delivered the following written 
judgment: The defendant society have ken out a summons to strike 
out their name as defendants on the ground that they are neither 
a corporation nor an individual, and cannot be sued in a quasi- 
corporate or any other capacity. Failing this they contend that no 
injunction ought to be granted against them. I reserved judgment last 
we-k on these two points, because the first is of very great importance, 
and counsel were unable to assist me by citing any reported case in which 
the question had been argued and decided. Now, it is undoubtedly true 
that a trade union is neither a corporation nor an individual, nor a partner- 
sbip between a number of individuals; but this does not by any means 
conclude the case. A trade union is defined by section 16 of the Trade 
Union Act, 1876. It is au association of men which almost invariably owes 
its legal validity to the Trade Union Acts, 1871 and 1876. In the present case 
the foundation of the argument that I have heard on behalf of the society is 
that it is in an illegal association—an argum: nt that would have more weight 
if the action related to the enforcement of »ny contract, and were not an 
action in tort. The question that I have to consider is what, according to 
the true construction of the Trade Union Acts, has the Legislature enabled 
the trade unions to do, and what, if any, liability does a trade union incur 
for wrongs done to others in the exe reise of its authorized powers. The Acts 
commence by legalizing the usual trade union contracts, and proceed to 
establish a registry of trade unions, give to each trade union an exclusive 
right to the name in which it 1s registered, authorize it through the medium 
of trustees to own a limited amount of real estate and unlimited personel 
estate ‘‘for the use and benefit of such trade union and the members 
thereof,’”’ provide that it shall have officers and treasurers and render them 
liable to account, require that annual returns be made to the registrar cf 
the assets and liabilities and receipts and expenditure of the society, pro- 
vide that it shall have rules and a registered office, imposing a penalty on 
the trade union for non-compliance, ard permit to amalgamate with other 
trade unions and to be wound up. The funds of the society are appro- 
priated to the purposes of the society, and their misappropriation can be 
restrained by injunction (Wolfe v. Matthews), and on winding up such 
funds are distributed amongst the members iu accordance with the rules 
of the society : Strick v. Swansea Tinplate Co. (35 W. R. 831, 36 Ch. D. 558). 
Further, the Act of 1871 contains a schedule of matters which must 
be provided for by the rules. The object and the limitations of 
the Acts are stated by Sir George Jessel in Rigby v. Connol (14 Ch. D, 
at p. 489), but these limitations merely restrict the actual enforcement 
of trade-union contracts by action or suit, and do not affect the questions 
of the status of the association to which such members belong. Now, 
although a corporation and an individual or individuals may be the only 
entities known to the common law who can tue or be sued, it is competent 
to the Legislature to give to an association of individuals, which is neither 
4 corporation nor a partnership nor an individual, a capacity for owning 
property and acting by agents, and such capacity in the absence ot express 
enactment to the contrary involves the necessary correlative of liability to 
the extent of such property for the acts and defaults of such agents. It is 
beside the mark to say of such an association that it is unknown to the 
common law. Tne Legislature has legalized it, and it must be dealt with 
by the courts according to the expressed intention of the Legislature. For 
instance, a lease in perpetuity is unknown at common law, but such 
& lease grauted by one railway company to another when confirmed 
by the Legislature becomes valid and binding: see Sir George 
Jessel’s judgment in Sevenoaks, &¢, Railway v. London, Chatham, and 
Dover Railway Co. (22 W. R. 672, 11 Oh. Div. 625). Nor can it be 
said for this purpose that the association is illegal, tur the Legislature, 
by sections 2 and 3 of the Act of 1871, has rendered legal the usual 
purposes of a trade uuion and has further enabled the trade union to carry 
into effect those purposes by the provicions to which I have already 
referred, Tois is not a case of suing in contract, to which the provisions 
of section 4 of the Act would apply; it is an action in tort, and the real 
question is whether, ou the true construction of the Trade Union Acts, the 
Legislature bas legalized an as-ociation which can own property and can 
act by ageuts by intervening in labour disputes between employers and 
employed, but which cannot be sued in tort iu respect of such acts. Now, 
toe Legisiature in giving a trade union the capacity to own property and 
the capacity to act vy agents has, without incorporating it, given it two of 
the essential qualities of a corporation—essential, I mean, in respect of 
liability tor tort, for a corporation can only act by its agents and can only 
be made to pay by means of its property. The principle on which 
corporations have been held liable in respect of wrongs committed by 
the servants or agents in the course of their service and for the benefit 
of the employer (** gui senlit commodum sentire debet et onus”; see 
Mersey Dock Trustees vy. Gibbs, 14 W. R 872, L. R. 1 H. L. 93) is as 
applicsble to the case of « trade union as to that of a corporation. If 
the contention of the defendant society were well founded the Legisla- 
ture has authorized t e creation of numerous bodies of men capable of 
owning great wealth and of acting by agents with absolutely no responsi- 
bility for the wrongs that they may do to other persons by the use of that 
Wealth and the employment ot those agents. ‘Chey would be at hberty 
(I do not at all suggest that the defendant society would sv act) to 
disseminate libels broadcast or to hire men to reproduce the rattenin 
methods tit disgraced Sheffield thirty years ago, and their victims woul 
have nothing to look to for damag:s but the pockets of the individuals, 
Wualiy men of small means, who acted as their agents. ‘That tuis isu 


consideration that may fairly be taken into account appears from the 
opinion of the judges given to the Houre of Lords in the Mersey Dock 
case (L. R. 1 HB. L., at p. 120). The proper rule of constrac- 
tion of statutes such as these is that - _~ Ne of — 
contrary intention the Legislature inten a e@ creature o' 
the statute shall have the same duties, and that its funds shall be 
subject to the eame liabilities, as the genersl law would impose on a private 
individual doing the same thing. It would require very clear and « 

words of enactment to induce me to hold that tae Legislature had in fact 
legalized the existence of such irresponsib e bodies with such wide capacity 
for evil. Not only is there notuing in the Acts to lead me to such a con- 
clusion, but sections 15 aud 16 of tne Act of 1871 imposing penalties on 
the trace union and sections 8 and 15 of the Act of 1876 point to a contrary 
intention; nor do I see any reason for suying that the society cannot be 
sued in tort in their registered name. Sections 8 and 9 of the Act of 1871 
exprersly provide for actions in respect of property being brought by and 
against the trustees, and this express intention impliedly excludes 
such trustees from being sued in tort. — If, therefore, I am right 
in concluding that the society are liable in tort, the action 
must be against them in their registered name. The acts 
complvined of are the acts of the association. They are acts done by 
their agents im the course of the managewent and direction of a strike ; 
the undertuking such management and direction is one of the main objects 
of the defendant society, and is perfectly lawful; but the society, in 
undertaking such management and direction, undertook also the 
responsibility for the mauner in which the strike is carried out. The fact 
that no action could be brought at law or in equity to compel the society 
to interfere or refrain from interfering in the strike is immaterial. It is 
not a question of the »ights of members of the society, but of wrong done 
to persons outside the society. For such wrongs, arising as they do from 
the wrongful conduct of the agents of the society in the course of 
managing a strike which is a lawful object of the society, the detendant 
society is, in my opinion, liable. 1 have come to this conclusion on 
principle and on the construction of the Acts, and there is nothing to the 
contrary in avy of the cases cited by the defendants’ counsel. They 
were all cases relating to the limitation of the right of enforcing 
contracts to which I have already referred. It is true that in 
Lyons'’s case (46 W. R. 461; 1899, 1 Ch. 255) the name of the trade 
upion was struck out as a defendant by Byrne, J.; but I have been 
supplied with a copy of the -shorthand notes of the case, and I find that 
the point was not argued, the plaintiffs’ counsel not thinking it worth 
while to contest it; and, on the other hand, althou h the Court of Ap 

in Trollope’s case (72 L. T. 342) affirmed an injunction restraining libel by 
a trade union, I tind that the trade union entered no appearance, and that 
the injunction went against them before Kekewich, J., in detault #f 
appearance. aud his order was affirmed, nothing being said about the 
society. The cases having the nearest analogy to the present are those 
like Ruck v. Willams (6 W. R. 622, 3 H. & N. 308) and Whitehouse v. 
Fellowes (9 W. R. 557, 10 C. B. N. 8. 765), where unincorporated improve- 
ment commissioners and the trustees of a turnpike road respectively, sued 
under their respective Acts in the name of their clerk, were held liable in 
tort. I accordingly dismiss the rociety’s summons with costs. I have now 
to consider the question whether an injunction should be granted against the 
society in addition to that granted last week against Mr. Bell and Mr. Holmes, 
aud Iam of opinion that it should. The objects of the society comprise 
the settlement of disputes between masters and men b arbitration. or, failing 
that, by other lawful means— and, of course, # strike is perfectly lawful ; 
the general management «f the society is vested in an executive committee 
with power to represent the members in disputes about hours and wages ; 
a protection fund is set apart out of the fands of the society for the more 
effectual protection of the labour and rights of members and for the better 
carrying on of any movement heving that end in view, and in pursuance 
of its objects and powers. The society, by their letter of the 20th of 
August, signed by the defendant Bell, informed the plaintiffs that they 
had decided to :upport the men in their action, and had instructed Bell to 
take charge of the movement with a view to bringing it to a conclusion, 
and that all further negotiations were to be dealt with through him. The 
defendant Brll was the general secretary and the defendant Holmes was 
the local organizing secretary of the society. They, as agents for the 
society and on their instructions and for their benefit, put themselves 
in charge of the strike, and on the evidence that was read last week 
illegally watched and beset men to prevent them from working for the 
company and illegally induced men to break their contracts. I 
have already held that the society are liable for the acts of their 
agents to the same extent as they would be if they were a corpora- 
tion, and it is abundantly clear that a corporation under tte circum- 
stances of this case would be liable. See, for example, Ranger v. 
Great Western Railway (5 H. L. Cas. 86), where Lord Cranworth points out 
that, although a corporation cannot in strictness be guilty of fraud, there 
can be no doubt that if its agents act fraudulently so that, if they had 
been acting for private employers, the persons for whom they were acting 
would have been affected by their fraud, the same principle must prevai 
whcn the principal uuder whom the agent acts is a corporation. It is not 
a question of acting wlira vires as in Chapleo v. Brunswick Benefit Building 
Society (29 W. R, 529, 6 Q. B. 1». 696), but of improper acts im carrying 
out one of the Jawful purposes of tne society, In such cases the 
principal, whether an individual or # corporation, or an unincor- 
pora'ed body like turnpike trustees is answerable for every such 
wrong of the servant or agent as is committed in the course of the 
service and for the master’s benefit, though no express command or 
privity of the master be proved. Granted that the cipal has not 
authorized the particular act; but he has put the agent in his place to do 
that class of acts, and he is answerable for the manner in which the agent 
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has conducted himself in doing the business with which the principal has 
entrusted him : see Barwick v. English Joint-Stock Bank (15 W. R. 887, L 
R. 2 Ex. 259). I therefore grant an injunction agsinst the detendant 
society in the same terms as that granted last week against the other 
defendants. Injunction in terms of summons.—CovunszL, B. Francis- 
Willians, Q.C., and Holman Grecory ; Bateman Napier and §. T. Evans. 
Soxtcirors, Williamson, Hill, § Co., for Ingledew § Sons, Cardiff ; Riddell ¢ 
Co., for Meyrick §& Davies, Cardiff. 
| Reported by J. E. Auvovs, Barrister-at-Law. } 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SEARLE. Kekewich, J. th August. 


Tenant rok Lire—Remarnpexrmen—Tkvust ror Sate—Powek to Postrune 
—Intrerm™ Rents anv Prorirs—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. 
c. 38), s. 63 
Adjourned summons. The question in this case was whether the 

applicant was tenant for life within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, 

1882, s. 63, as being ‘‘ the person for the time being beneticially entitled 

to the income of the land”’ until sale. The testator devised his freehold 

property to trustees upon trust to sell and convert the same and pay the 
income of the proceeds of sale to the applicant fer life, with limitations 
over of the corpus. There wus no direction in the will as to interim rents, 
but there was power for the trustees to postpone the sale and conversion 
at their discretion. It was argued on behalt of the remaindermen that 
the tenant for life was not entitled to the interim rents and protit» unless 
there was a distinct gift to that effect in the will, and that the principle of 

Re Chesterfield’s Trusts (24 Ch. D. 643) ought to be applied to treeholds as 

well as personal estate, there being no valid ground for the distinction 

between the two. 

Kexewicn, J., said it was satisfactory to have this case threshed out. 
The question was whether the applicant was entitled under the will to the 
rents and profits of the unsold real estate. If she was, she was tenant for 
life within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, and could exercire the 
powers given by the Act. It was argued that unless there was a distinct 
gift until conversion, the tenant for life was not entitled to the rents, and 
that there was no distinction in this respect between real and personal estate ; 
but his lord+hip thought tuis srgument unsound, as the distinction runs 
through many cases, and real and per-onal property must, for many 

, be considered as entiely different. The authorities were clear 
that where there is a trust for conversion and the sale is not improperly 
postponed, the person entitled to the income is entitled to the rents until 
sale. The Master of the Rolls in Yates v. Yates (28 Beav. 637) did not 
apparently distinguish between real and personal estate, but if so, that 
decision was at variance with the other cases and ought not to be followed. 

The case of Fitzgerald v. Jervoise (5 Madd. 25) was unsatisfactory and the 

headnote inaccurate; but there the plaintiff was held to be entitled as 

tenant for life. In Re Laing (L. R. 1 Eq. 416) there was no argument 
against the conclusion arrived at, but the Vice-Chancellor would not have 
decided as he did without consideration. ‘he case of Casamajor v. Strode 

(19 Ves 390 n.) was a decision on the very point. Hope v. D' Hedowville (41 

W. R. 330, 1893, 2 Ch. 361) was alsoin point, and still more Re Carter (41 W. R. 

140), which expresses the right principle. Further, Lewin on Trusts, 1161, 

and Jarman on Wills, 569, are in accord with the cases cited. If it had 

been necessary to imp!y an intentiou in the testator that the tenant for life 
should have the rents there was evidence of such intention, but his lordship 
decided in favour of the applicant on the general principle, and spart from 
the wording of the will, and held that she was beneficially entitled within 
the meaning of the section.—Counsze1, Warrington, QC., and Marcy; 
I. Rolt, Soxictronrs, Meredith, Roberts, & Co., for Baker § Co., Weston-super- 


Reported by 8. E. Wiii1ams, Barrister-at-Law. 





Sir Francis Jeune has returned to Arlington Manor, Newbury, from 
Carlsbad, and is greatly benefited in health. 


At the Middlesex Sheriff's Court at Brentford, on Wednesday, an action 
for breach of promise, Mavro v. Craven, came on for the arsessment of 
damages. The plaintiff was a young widow, and the defendant Mr. 
Augustus W. Craven, a great grandson of tne first Karl of Craven. The 
jury, after long deliberation, awarded the plaintiff £4,000 damages, for 
which amount judgment was entered, with costs. 


Before leaving for Scotland on Wednesday evening, says the Times, 
Lord Rosebery attended an ordinary meeting of the Epsom Urban Council, 
at which a letter was read from the solicitors to the London County 
Council in regard to the action brought by the Epsom Council to obtain 

for damage by extr inary traffic. The case was decided 

, J. The solicitors stated that the county council had been 

to pay £350, and they wished to know if the Epsom Council 

to @ settlement on those terms. Lord Kosebery said that 

t committed themselves they should have a definite offer from 

the county council itself, and he suggested that the clerk should, un- 
and without prejudice, write ststing that they would be disposed 

the offer, provided the acceptance did not affect the question 

. The suggestion was adopted. The council has deci to ask 

J., 0 renew his decision as to costes. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


SHERIFFS ACT, 1887. 
Lanps Cxavuses Act, 1845. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, in pursuance of the 20th section of the Sheriffs Act, 1887, and all 
other powers enabling me in that behalf, do hereby, with the advice and 
consent of the Right Honourable Baron Alverstone, the Right Honourable 
Sir A. L. Smith, and the Honourable Sir R 8S. Wright, Judges of the 
supreme Court, and with the concurrence of the Treasury, fix the fees 
specified in the schedule hereto to be taken on holding inquiries to assess 
compensation under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. 

(Signed) Haussury, O. 
ALVERSTONE, M.R. 
A. L. Surru, LJ, 
R. 8. Wriear, J. 
The 2nd August, 1900. 
SCHEDULE. 

Scate or Suexive’s Fees rok [neurites UNDER THE Lanps CiAvses 
Act, 1845. 


. 


| 
£ 

Notice of nominating Special Jury 
Notice of holding inquiry ... 
Nominating Jury ... ws 
Notices of reducing 
Reducing... es a sds me 
24 Warrants to Summon Special Jury ... : 
Summoning Officer, 2s. each oe ns man cet 
Attending, engaging room, aud afterwards attending | 

arranging room ... sos — ose ove 
For hire of room—reasonable amount actually paid ... | 
Presiding in Court and ) three hours ae ae l 
Prepariug Inquisition § all day ... 
Attending filing Inquisition 
Incidental expenses... wee 
Clerk ... see ove 
Ushers , 
Uopy Warrant a 
Subpeena for three names .. ae = 
Undersheriff’s view (if required) ... ee ; nel 
Travelling allowance for Undersheriff and Clerk— 

reasonable expences actually incurred a 


“12 Ure Cob 
om Orbs cron F 


oa) 
> 


oe. oOo OS 


24 
coocooc oe 


Note.—Common Jury same as Special Jury. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissOLUTION, 

Wiiiuiam Huca Owen Mansex Bryant and FRepgxick Sronemay 
Reep, solicitors (Bryant & Reed), Pembroke, as from September 1, 1900. 

[ Gazette, Sept. 4. 
GENERAL. 

Ata meeting of the Derwent Valley Water Board, at Leicester, last 
week. says the Daily News, it was decided to pay some additional billsof 
costs incurred in connection with the passing of their new Water Act, and 
these raised the aggregate already paid under this heading to ove 
£97,940. Of this coloseal aggregate £32,078 had been spent in the 
promotion of the Bill by the Corporation of Leicester, £29,924 by the 
Corporation of Derby, £26 027 by the Corporation of Sheffield, and £4,217 
by the Corporation of Nottingham. Jt is expected that other bills of costs 
have still to come in, and these, it is believed, will raise the total costof 
the promotion of the Act to about £110,000. At a public luncheon, Mr. 
Alderman Wood, the Chairman ot the Leicester Water Oommittes, 
expressed his conviction that but for the ‘‘ professional element,”’ from 
£60,000 to £70,000 of this huge aggregate might and would have bee 
caved. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Reversions, Lire Pouicizs, anp SHares. 

Mesers, H. E. Foster & Caanvie.p held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 674) of the 
above Interests at the Mait, Tokenhouse yard, E.C., on Thursday last. The following 
are some of ices realized : 

REVEBSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-fourth of a Trust Estate esented by Railwa: 
Stocks of the present estimated value of £4,410; life 59 ae 
Absolute to One-eighth of £1,800 Consols; lifeé8 a. =e ean 
LIFE POLICY for £00, with profits, in the Law Life; life 63; 
annual premium £20 186, ... sd ut os aaa ean wae 
SHARES in Royal Agricultural Hall Co : 180 of £10 each, fully paid _s, 


WakniIne TO InTENDING House PurcHassrs AND Lessxus.— Before pul- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Oo. (H. Carter, O.E., Manager), 65, Victorla- street, Wett- 
minster. ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 7 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.”’—[Apvr.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 
JOINT sTOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitrep 1x CHancery. 

Genera, Mixine Association, Limirep (1n VoLunTARY Lavemenent) —Creditors are 
required, on or before Oct 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to James Duke Gill, Firnest Deblois Brenton, and Edward 
Blison Bigge. Dashwood House, Old Broad st. Bompas & Co, 4, Great Winchester st, 
solors for siquidators 

Snip OLD ealesperes Co, Limitrep —Creditors ap > » pied, on or before Oc: 8, to send 
wy pames ot abun, and the pactioulons of debts or claims, to Frederick 
Finch, 23, R e 

Yares & Suaw, Limrrep (rn Liguipation)—Creditors are required. on or before Oct 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims. to 
Jonathan Ingham Learoyd, Lancashire and Yorkshire Bank chmbrs, Hatifax. Jubb & 
Co, Halifax, solors for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Forest or Arpen Juvenite Socrety or A.O.F, Frienpiy Socrery, Coffee House, Long 

st, Atherstone, Warwick. oa . 
azette.—Turspay, Sept. 4 


Joint’ STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep } mba dd 

Barry & Co, Liwrtzp—Creditors are required, on or before Mondar, Oct 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Jobn Butterfield, 
2, Darley st. Bradford. Greaves & Greaves, Bradford, eng ~» fem ag 

Crry or Worcester STEamsnip >. LimrrEp —Creditors on or before 
Sept 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of st their heir debts or oe, 
to Robert Livingstone and Leonard Richard Connor, West Hartiepool, shipowners 
Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepool, solors fcr - gee I 

Gornensune Tramways Co, Lomtep—Creditors are = sepeee 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
& Co, 28, Queen Victoria st 

Baurrax anp District Minera Water Manoracturgers Association, Limirrep—Petn 
for winding up, presented Aug 30 di on Oct 24. Jaques & Co, 8, 
Ely place, solors for petners. ae of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 23 

Hicnpury Steam Launpry, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct - W 
send their names and addrerses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Henry Cesar, 85, Gresham st. Shaen & Co, 8, Bedford ee solors for phen we sad 

Kerr & Horacrer, Limirep (1x Votuntary Liqu age i 


» on or before Nov 1, to 
their debts or claims, to Webb 





before Sept 28, to send in their names and aa the particulars of their debta 
or claims, to Alfred Bi Burgess, 4, Chapel wolle, eg Boote & Co, Manchester, 
solors to liquidator 


LuanpuDNO STEAM Launpry Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Tuesday, 
Oct 9. to eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles Collins, 4, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Oczan Roap Crus, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Oct 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of f their debts or claims, to Alfred Herbert 
Hall, 37, King st, South Shields 

SreaMsHIP “ ANNIE” Co, Limrrep— Creditors are required, on or before Oct 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
— Oldam, 30, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool. Hill & Vo, Liverpool, solors to 

iquidator 

W. A. Hype, Limrrep—Petn for yp UP, , presented Aug 31. directed t» be heard 
Sept12 Thomson & Thomson, 1s, Abchure yd, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the att-rnoon of 11 

Wesster’s Fivo. Limrep (1x Liqvurpation) —Creditors are required, on or before Oct 2 
_ to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, to 
” Lionel Henry Lemon, 4, King st, Che »pside 





Yoxow Premer Quartz Misine me Somes Luorep—Creditors are ooo cupiost, on 4 
colan, to Trelale Meagan, Dake duet Caneel co Madan, Bain 

T a 
Semebester onlor for Hinatiewee 


, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 
7 ee Ruonppa Co.uiery, No. 2, Benzrir Society, Court Hotel, Pontypridd, 
am. ug 31 
IxpepenpEst Meruopist Suxpay Scuoo. Puitanrsropic Sick anp Buriat foorery, 
George st, Oldham, Lancs. Aug 22 
SusPewpep For Turee Monras. 
Sranpisu anp Waicutineton CatTHo.ic Frignpiy Society, St Marie’s Catholic Schools, 
Standish, Wigan, Lancs. Sept 1 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
ONDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
katie ne Day oF al 
London Gazette.— Aug 21 
Autey, Joux Wii.tam, Shepherd’s Bush Oct 3 Lovell & Co. Gray's inn 2 
Batt, Hannier, Kenilworth, Warwick Sept 26 Hugaes & Masser, Coven 
Barnett, Joszpu. Spel¢hurst, — Farmer Sept Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Beaumont, Haxnan, Oldham Lees, Oldham 
ae, us Epwarp al, Competall Derby, Licensed Victualler Sept 24 Bostock, 
e 
Coryisn. James Wittiam, Kingsbrid Ly 8 -s Supers & Gen, Kingsbridge 
Cox Exizasets, Charminster, —~ po = Co, Dorchester 
Davis, WILLIAM, Brent, Vevon Oct 6 = & oD Caton | 
Dickenson, WILLIAM Henry, Rochdale Sept i5 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Douxxor, Matruew. Bristol Sept 29 Miler & Son, Bristol 
FropsHam, Jutia Any, St Aubyn’s, Jersey Sept 8 Friend & Co, Exeter . 
Gounsy, Tuomas, Leeds Sept18 Jubb, Leeds 
Kay, Epwis. Heath Town, Stafford, Cattle Dealer Sept 17 Colebourn & Co, 
Wolverhampton 

LysaGut, CAROLINE Harrier, Westbourne terr, Hyde Park Oct 2 Flegg & Son, 

Laurence P -untney hill 
Macponap, Marra, Wadhur-t Sussex Sept 21 Sprott & Sons Ma Some 
Martyr, Henry. Forest Gate, Essex Oct1 Stoneham & Sons. Fen 
Mepe re pater Brows, Reading, Berks, Tobacconist Sept 21 Beale & Martin, 

Reading 
Newson. Joun, Southport Sept 29 Tucker & Co, Manchester 
ates 4 Tuomas an Lovisa, East Leamington, Warwick Septsé Large & Son, Red 

eq 

Paroy, Ww retian Turopni.us, Susaxnan to eed Parton, and Auice Tursiey Partox, 

Highbur 29 Taylor & Co, sti 
Puant, Jonny, Bloxwich. 8 eta Lisceeod Vietoaller Sept 2) Evans, Walsall 
Parrstiey, Joun, Halifax, Yorn Septz4 Jubb & Co. Hatifax 
Raprorp, Fraxc is, Nottv g Hill Sept 29 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
Svrrn, James Kink, Ashton uoder Lyae Sept 15 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 
SaitH, Tuomas Newcstle on Tyne, Printer Sept20 Aitchisun, Newoastle on Tyne 
Seitcer, Puase. Central st eee 16 Mayo & Co, Draper’s gdns 
Towssox, James, Bi Licensed Victualler Sept 28 Thomas & Guest, Bir- 


mingham 
Solicitor Oct 31 ma New inn, Strand 





Vewn, Wittiam. West Hampstead. 

Warp, Bersy, Bradford cept 22 Bedrord & uirst, Brad 
Wittiams. THomas \ Harriss. Ystrad Rhondda, Glam Sept 15 grate GO. a 
Wricat Samvet, M are Uealer Sept 15 

Wvuis, Any, Seacombe, Chester Sept 24 o"aulden & Cotton, 

Yeuu, Amos, Bedminster, Bristol, Carriage Proprietor Govt ? 8, Barry & Harris, Bristol 











| Paar, Frepreice, Want 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. x, Farorsioc, Wantage 


London Gazetts,—Fripay, Aug, 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auten, Tuomas peseeen, | Lianishen, nr Cardiff Cardiff 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 


Peake, Sipney Cuartes Nevitt, Red Lion ct, Fleet st, 
Publisher Aigh Court Pet aug?4 Ord Aug 29 
Pitiry, Fexprreick Wiitiam, Exeter, Grocer Exeter Stonegate, Y 


Berks, Hairdresser Oxford | Dauner, Freperick Groror, Freshwater, I of W, Fish- 
10 at 11.30 Off Ree, 19, Quay st, New- 


port. I of 
Duss, 6 5, ee, Bete Sept 11 at 12.30 Off Reo, 28, 








ug F 
wag he ym ei yr Yarn Merchant | pyypicompe, Wituiam BRNRY Jones, Sum, Devons, | ee, ee Weight '& Weethen a, 
Ba en _ are ki ave 3 ‘ t Painter Exeter Pet Aug 28 Ord A : » * 
edie "fet hug ft Och am 327 Manufacturer | Ropixson, Fangen a a 5S am, Builder | Ginsxat, SAMUEL ‘on, Glazier Sept 7 at 3 Off 
= t Aug 27 4 
“teamed Ohana’ Railway Clerk Coven- | Russrut, Wiutias, Bradford, Frat Merchant Bradford Gann j ty ’s inn fields, Solicitor 
Bowen, Samugt, apd Cuances Brower, Sunderland, | p,, — p25 Ord Aug 28 Kensington, 1 . . e Sept 7 os ae st my 
binet Makers Sunderland Pet Augs Ord aug 27 | Agent High Court Pet Aug 90 Ord aug Financial. G@raypox, N«wNHax, ws ournaliet Sept 1 
Minty be kar ea ar DMT Get sono, Loree Rimovion, Suid” minontoe Gummy Geant, Cali, Marae Ragin 
¢ ug ug ; 

Sues. Es Leeds, Flax Spinner Leeds Pet Aug 28 | Suraiock. GRonox. Dartford, Clerk Rochester Pet Aug Quxreh tat i? i ie Cardiff = 

Buckmaster, Epwarp Artur, Lubenham, Leicester, Sacre en Knowle, Bristol Bristol Pet A: ati Of Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, “loa 
Railwa n Leicester Pet Aug27 Ord Aug 27 9 Ord Aug “8 | Hostyy Wiiuiam Erxest Pacer, Colan, Corpwall Sept 


way 
te Wop, Bexcovan, Exmouth Bristol Pet June 22 | Sronns, Arava Lase asrmn, Idle lane High Court Pet | 7, 10 a = bag rte Truro 
gz Ord A meson, Butcher Sept 

—* Maidstone Maidstone Pet Aug 13 Ora | | Tavton ot, Hons, Rewoiogton, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Isoun, trax Jase, arm a 4 ca 
CuzeTaam, Tuomas Muiuzs, Newcastle on Tyn2, ous | Midiand Hotei, station st, Burton on Trent 

) aed Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug 27 oe Tansecn, Pera Bristol, Outfitter Bristol Pet Aug 99 Iv a... ox, Gexsaai Holly 8 Norfolk, Gora Dealer Sept S at 12 

Aug 2 orrab Norwich 

Coven, Rie, P ena Butcher Bradford Pet Aug | ie } Se myTrn Doves, Carrier Piy- | | Jonae. Fol Genes, Sept 12 at12 Crypt 

27 Ord A Waters, Joux Oares, Leeas, Provision Merchant Leeds | | kr ar E Bose Mil, Bussex Sept 7 at 12 

ug y 
Commission Agent Of Reo, 4. Pavilion bldgs, on ll 
M4, Ty st Preston 


Corrry, Tuows ye pi ra Merchant Pet A 
‘andswor Aug 22 Aug 22 ; Cha 
Ooox, Jouw Conxazivs, Twerton, nr Bath, Builder Bath | Ween, Sow, f —— ye Moone, Tuomas Lemuuve 
Pet Aug 14 Ord Westiaxes, Wititam Boyprreip, Swansea, Merchant Painter sept 7at290 Of Lion Fleet 
Pet Ai Ord Au ween Ton Walatoet All r~ +4 Lines, Ironmonger Sept 7 at 11 _ 
time IRs, en "Ghatham, Raat, Rockyest Foreman | , y Putiey, Freperick Wruiam, Bxeter, Sept iy at 
Pet aug 8° Ord Aug Betep Sh Ang et Del Ang te 5) Off Reo. 13, Bedford circas,'Bxeter 
Dick, Frepex Aug Witsoyn, James —— - eens Cycle Dealer Preston md. 3, 
_ kee Jou, Glasshouse mt, Regent st, Hosier | Pet Aug 1 Pr _~<~y a 4 aw: * ~ ee 
Cour’ Ord A oe A Pain Sept 12 a Re Bedfard cireus, 
Duyn, @ R. York. Bot ie a eg Pot? Aug 9 Ord Aug 37 hee ve She: —_ Manufacturer Sheffield 


va ~ to" South Eatapatent, Cycle Maker High | i Sipyay ey pry Nayit. 
hh Exeter 
ans, Buizaperu Sauan, and Mary Janz rane ¢ Oxford | Rosrysox, Seer Jom, Derby, Builder SeptTatil Of 


Oxford Pet Aug 27 Ord sag FIRST MEETINGS. Reo, 47, Pub 
Gaustey, Wittiam Jamus, Leyton, Eesex, Watchmaker Bartey, Euxiss, eg on Tees, Grocer Sept 7 at 3 | | STRPHENSON, Jaurs Martix, Craven st, Grocer Sept? at 11 
Bigh Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 Off Reo. 8, albert rd. Off Reo. Trinity House lane, Hutl 
Haxoock, Tuomas Waricut, Swansea, Accountant Swan- | Bartine, we Avexanprr. Redcar, York, Colonel | Tixerataxs, Wriwiam, Derby, Cycle Agent Sept Tt at 12 
wea Pet Aug 98 Ord Aug 28 Sept Tat 3 Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough Ulf Reo, 47, Pull st, Derby 


Sureams, Gustav, Hastin; Pet Aug 28 | Broxiry, Witt1am, Nelson, Cycle Agent Tat T Jaurs W. u, Wimbledon, 
Ord Aug 28 a - = 8 Olt Reo, 14, st. Preston _ “"aegt loat U1.90 M4, Railway app. London trdge 
Hous, Lsonanp, Hove, Sussex, Cattle Dealer Brighton | | Cauvant, Tomas. Ni . York, Butcher Sept7at $3 Warkrs, Soom, jun, Chatham, Agent Sept 





Aug8 Ord Aug 28 Reo, 8, albert rd, M h | 17 at 11 30 im See, 
a) nr Bateaas, Bu Sunderland, Milliner Sunderland | | On ee eae A James's Sept 7 at Wuirr, ble oe lg mh Shoemaker Sept 7 
a Rec. 1h e 
Jovp, Sey . i, an , Ironmonger Poole | Cnnernam, Tuomas ries Newoastle on ry = | ware. BAAS Sept F at 11.45 
Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 Sept 7 at 11.30 Off Reo, 30, y st, Ni Off Rec, Newoastle under 
Owen, Blaenau Vestiniog, Merioneth Portmadoc | _ _ castle on Tyne ADJUD 
Aug 27 Ord Aug 28 | Corrry, Tromas R ere cour, Pere Provision Mer- | | Avums, Tuomas Lianishen, ar Cardi@ Cardi¢ 
MocGowax, Jossrn, Blackburn, Carter Blackburn Pet | chant Sept 7 Tat rt a. Pet sug a Aug of 
Augi8 Ord Aug 29 Davina, Jonny, ~~ Ais —s Watli | Avoyanas Bras ans, Westwood, Dikley, Yorks, Parmer 
Mrowoas, Tuomas Feapancs ns oR, Pet Aug af | D De = Faron | 4 sa c J Ord aug . 
Journeyman Decora’ e 5m c c aoe osier | Backuc Without, Yarn Merchant 
Ord Aug 27 “s 2 Bankruptoy bldgs, " «fo, Jou Bho Ond Aug 87 









a atl 
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Baxer, Cuarces, Egremont, Chester Birkenhead Pet 
Aug2 Ord Aug 27 

Bromiey. Jonn Cuarves, Coventry, Railway Clerk Coven- 
try Pet Aug28 Ord Aug 28 

Brown, Frep, Scunthorpe, Furniture Broker Great 
Grimsby Pet Aug25 Ord Aug 25 

Brown Jonas, Leeds, Flax Spinner Leeds Pet Aug 28 


Ord Aug 28 
Buckmaster, Evwarp ArTavur, Lubenham, Leicester, 
ilway Sig: n Leicester Pet Aug 27 Ord aug 27 
CuretHam, Tuomas Mixes, Newcastle on Tyne, Brake 
Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug 27 Ord 
A 


ug 23 
C.oven, Harry, Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet Aug 
27 Ord aug 27 
Corrry, THomas Reay, Richmond, Surrey, Provision Mer- 
chant Wandsworth Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 29 
Cooke, Exxest, Birmingham, Flour Merchant Birming- 
ham ate Ord Aug 27 


Morrmer, Epwarp Earxest, St Neots, Hunts, Pork 
Butcher Bedford Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

Parricx, Hexyry Jones, Hastings, Traveller Hastings 
Pet Aug 80 Ord Aug 30 

Puituips, SamugL, Exeter, Forage Dealer Exeter Pet 
Aug Ord Aug 30 

PLanTE, ALBERT Hopson, Hall Green, Worcester, Silver- 
smith Birmingham Pet Sept 1 Ord Sept1 

Purxis, Atrrep Rosert, Peterborough, Commercial 
Traveller Peterborough Pet Augi13 Ord Sept1l 

Suenipan, Duptey, AbchurchIn High Court Pet June 12 
Ord Aug 30 

Sranvey, Cuartes Henry, Walsall, Journeyman Saddler 
Walsall Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

Srantey. Freperick. Strand, Licensed Victusller High 
Court Pet Ju'y 31 Ord Aug 30 

Srevenson, Wittiam. Bognor, Sussex, Builder Brighton 
Pet Aug Ord Aug 31 

Tompkins, Ricuarp, Leicester, Lic2nsed Victualler 
Leicest Pet Aug 30 Ord Aug 30 





Diviss, Joun, tham, Dockyard Foreman Rochest 
Pet Aug 28 Ord Aug 98 
Dicker, Freperick Jonny, Glasshouse st, Regent st, Hosier 
High Court Pct aug 25 Ord Aug 25 
Epwasps, Tuomas. Hilderstone, nr Stone, Staffor1, School- 
master Stafford Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 78 
Evans, Evizasetu Saran, and Mary Jane Evass, Oxford, 
undresses Oxford Pet Aug 27 (rd Aug 27 
Gaizrson, Harovp, Gloucester sq, ayde Park High Court 
Pet June 29 Ord Aug 25 
GaimsLtey, Wiitiam James Leyton, Essex, Watchmaker 
High Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Hasxcock, THomas Wricsut, Swansea, accountant Swan- 
sea Pet Aug28 Ord Aug 29 
Hearn, Atrrep Epwarp, Wailington, Surrey, Dairyman 
Croydon Pet July 25 Ord Aug 22 
Ivisox, Bensamix, Golt, Norfolk, Hay Dealer Norwich 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 27 
JosEs, Ropert, Bangor, Hairdresser Bangor Pet Aug 
Ord Aug 28 
Jvpp, Hzexry Joxy, Bournemouth, Ironmonger 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Leg, CuaRrves, Stourport, Baker Kidderminster Pet Aug 
1 Ond Aug 29 
Mires, Wii11Am James, Portland, Dorset, Builder Dor- 
ter Pct July 16 Ord Aug 17 
Nicnoras, THomas Freperick Bruce Cheltenham, Journey- 
man Decorator ‘‘heitenham Pet Aug2/ Ord aug 27 
Papsury, Grorce, Highbury, Uycle Maker High Court 
Pet July6 Ord aug27 
Pace, Freperick, Wantage, Berks, Hairdresser Oxford 
Pet Aug 29 Ord 4ug 29 
Pitter, Freepericx Wit.iam, Exeter, Grocer Exeter Pet 
Aug 28 Ord Arg 28 
Potter, Water FxEepeRick. Billericay. Essex, Clothier 
Chelmsford Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 28 
Poppicomer, Wiiuiam Henry Jones, Torre 
Painter Exeter Pet Aug23 Ord Aug 28 
Pucn, Joux, Bangor, saddler Bangor Pet Aug22 Ord 
Aug 28 
Rosisson, Watter Wi.wiam, Harrow on the Hill, Builder 
St Albans Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Russert Witwiam, Braaford, Fruit Merchant Bradford 
Pet Aug 28 Ord Aug 28 
Savitt, Lzoxnarp Wess. London Fields, Soda Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet June9 Ord Aug 25 
Sueriock, Gzorcr, Dartford, Clerk Rochester Pet Aug 
Ord aug 29 
Sith, Jauzs, and Epwarp Cuar.es Suita, Commercial 
rd, Boot Dealers High Gourt Pet aug2 Ord Aug 25 
Srozss, Aetucr Lancaster, Bursted, Essex High Court 
Pet Aug 2 Or: Aug 28 
Tayior, Ropeet, Brassington, Derbys, Builder Derby 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
TeempatuH, Wittiam, Horrabridge. Devon. Carrier Ply- 
mouth Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Vittarx, Pav, Goswell rd, Soapmaker High Court Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 28 
Waker, Jonx Oates, Leeds, Provision Merchant Leeds 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 28 
Watwis, James Sever, Bolton rd, St John’s Wood, Builder 
Hogh Cour: Pec July 10 Ord Aug 25 
Warkiys, Epwis, juc, Chatham, Commission Agent 
Rochester Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Waicnt, Hexry, Sheffield, Cycle Manufacturer Sheffield 
rec Aug 2 Ord Ang B 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 10: 
Hockisc. Wittiams Jonux Heap, Devonport, House 
Decorator Plymouth Pet July 14 Ord aug7 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Sept. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beary, Taomas Witt1am, Chatham, Carpenter 
Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 
Brows Axrtave, Kingston upon Hulls Printer Kingston 
upon Hul Pet July 27 urd Aug 31 
Corzett, WittiaAm Gzorce, Gower st 
sept 1 Ud Sept 
Eccres, Joux, Warrington, Engineer Warrington Pet 


Aug 3) wid Aug ® 
Hatxetr. Henry James, Plaistow, Plater High Court 
Hasvau, Sauce, Nottingham, Milliner Nottingham Pet 


Poole 


Devons, 


Croydon 


High Court Pet 


Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 


sept i Ord nepti 

Hoxt, (nantes, Bangor, Journeyman Baker Bangor Pet 
Aug 31 Od «ug 31 

Hrime, Sauver, “lackpool, Provision Dealer Preston 
Pet Aug il? Ord Aug 30 

James, Hexuy Joux, Treorky, Giam, Colliery Haulier 
Font; d PetHepti Ord Sept 1 

Ksicut, Ferornice Jouxstox, Bilitter st, Merchant High 


tamart PetJuly 19 Ord Aug 30 

Lucas, Cakey, Nelson, Lancs, Weaver Burnley Pet Aug 
31 Ord Aug 41 

McDoxatv, Guat, Haymarket, Boot Maker High Court 
Pet aug2 Ord Aug 2 

MaxcurstER, His Gia the Duke of, Portman sq High 
Court Pet Jury 6 Ord Aug 29 

Maztix, Baxpatt Attuvs Cuaz.es, Carshalton, Surrey, 
‘Cycle Maker Croydon Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 90 





Tunseiper, WiiitiamM 4trrep, Nunhead, Surrey, Builder 
igh Court Pet Aug 29 Pet Aug 29 

Turton, Mary Janz, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford 
Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

Wattoys, Artaur Haypoy, Nelson, Lancs, Cycle Maker 
Burnley Pet Aug2i Ord Aug 31 

Wattow. Hartiey, Nelson, Lanes, General Mill Furnisher 
Burnley Pet Aug2t Ord Aug 31 

Waruorst, Joun Tuomas, Poplar High Court Pet Aug 3 
Ord Aug 30 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 31: 


Brower, Samurn Water, and CuHartes ABRAHAM 
Browes, Sunderland, Wholesale Cabinet Makers 
Sunderland Pet AugS8 Ord Aug 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AntTrosus, ALFRED, jun, Handsworth, Warehouseman 
Sept 14at11 174, Corporation st. Birmingham 

Backuovusz, Jouy, Brocklev, Kent, Yarn Merchant Sept 
13a; 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Battin, Epwarp, New Tredegar. Mon, Clothier Sept 11 
at12 185. High st, Merthvr Tydfil 

Beaumont, JonN Epwis, Leeds, Leather Merchant Sept 
12at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 

Brown, Artur, Kwgston upon Hull, Printer Sept 11 at 
1: Off Rec. Trinitv House lane, Hull 

Brown, Frep. Seunthorpe, Furniture Broker Sept 11 at 11 
Off Rec, 15. Osvorne st, Great Grimsby 

Buckmaster, Epwarp ArrTuur, Lubenham, Leicesters, 
Railway Signalman Sept tlat3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 
at. Leicester 

Bortreick, THomas Wittiam. Linciln Sept1lat2.15 Off 
Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st. Nottingham 

Cawrey, Joun, Leicester Sept 11 at 12 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, L-icester 

Ciarg. Levi, Congleton, Cheshire, Grocer Sept 12 at 10.45 
Off Ree, 23, Kiog Edward st. Macclesfield 

Crark, THomas, Maidstone Sept 26 at 11 Off Rec, 9, 
King st, Maidstone 

Cioves, Hargy, Bradford, Butcher Sept 10 at 11 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Covey, Exras, South Hampstead, Cycle Maker Sept 12 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Epwarps. Harry, Prittlewell, Essex, Grocer Sept 11 at 12 
95 Temple chmrrs, Temple av 

Fixxeisteix ,Jacop Henry, Port Talbot, Glam, Paper 
Hangiogs Dealer Sept 11 at 11.20 Off Ree, 31, 
Alexandra rd Swansea 

Fox, Joseru Juss, Batley, York, Woollen Manufacturer 
Sept 12at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Hapats Witriam, Harwich, Essex, Grocer Sept 11 at 2 
Off Rec, 3%, Princes st, Ipswich 

Hancock, Taomas Wricut, Swansea, Accountant Sept 11 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Heyvox, Exttwoop, Faling Sept 11 at 3 Off Rec, 95, 
Temple chabrs, Temple av 

Hour, Leonarp, Hove, Sussex, Cattle Dealer Sept 12 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, brighton 

Jackson, Francis Jons Wiiu1aM Sutton Coldfield, Builder 
Sept 13 at \2 174. Corporation st, Birmingham 

Jounson, Marruew, and Grorce E.uorr, Benwell, 
Northumberland, Builders Sept 12 at 11.30 Uff Rec, 
30, Mosiey st, Newceistle on Tyne 

Jones, Atrrep Plas lough Farm, nr Denbigh, Farmer 
Sept 124t1145 Crown Hotel. Denbigh 

Ksyowies, Samven Hersrert Dewsbury, Commercial 
Traveller septi13at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batiey 

Moues, Francis, Birmingham, Wholesale Jeweller Sept 
12at 12 174 Corporation st, Birmingham 

Nicuoias, THomas Freperick Bavce, Cheltenham, 
Journeyman Decorator Sept ll at415 County ‘ ou:t 
bidgs, Cheltenham 

Pacue, Artavr Hexry, Birmingham, Plumber Sept 13 
atil 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Puiiiips, Samue., Exeter, Forage Dealer Sept 27 at 10 30 
Off Rec, 13. Bedford circus, Exeter 

Porrer WALTER Freperick. Billericay. Essex, Clothier 
Sept 12 at 12 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


Reseet,, Wititiam, Bradford. Fruit Merchant Sept 11 at 
115. High st. Rochester 
Sept 11 at 12 117, 
Tayior, Rosert, Brassington. Derbys, Builder 
12atli Off Rec. 4, Pavilion bldgs. Brighton 
Towxs, James Wittiam Warten, Wylde Green, Warwick, 
atll 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 


Repreary, Waiter K, Upton Park, Essex, Pawnbroker 
Sept i8at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
11 Off Rec, 31. Mancr row, Bradford 
Suer.ock, Groues, | artford, Kent, Clerk Sept 24 at 11,30 
Suits, LI, Cardiff, Furniture Factor 
St Mary st, Cardiff 
Sept 11 
at4 Off Rec, 47, Pull st, Derby 
Texsy, Jonx (nartes Hues, Hove, Coal Merchant Sept 
Tompxins, Ricnagp, Leicester, Licensed Victualler Sept 12 
at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge +t, Leicester 
Butcher Sept 12 at 11 174. Corporation st, Birmingham 
TremeatH, Wittiam, Horrabridge, Devon, Varrier Sept 11 
Turton, Mary Jane, Bradford, Confectioner Sept 12at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 








Wa ker, Joun Oares, Leeds, Provision Merchant Sept 2 
atl1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Warson, Tuomas Horsraut, Broad st House, Commission 
Agent Sept14 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wuirttaw, Roserr James, Plaistow, Builder Sept 12 at) 

nkruptcy bidgs, Carey st : : 

Witxixson, Tom, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincs, Ironmonge 
Sept 20 at 1215 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Winket, Barenp Macuiet, Bishoprgate st, Oil Broker 

Sept 13 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wootway, ALrrep Jonn, Hornsey Rise, Pianoforte Mana. 
facturer Sept 12at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wricnt. Hexry, Sheffield, Cycle Manufacturer Sept if 
at12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bayuiss, Grorce, jun, Birmingham, Builder 
ham Pet July 26 Ord Sept 1 

Beary, Toomas Witi1am, Upper Caterham, Surrey, Car. 
penter Croydon Pet aug 29 Ord Aug 29 


Birmingham Pe 

Consett, WILLIAM GrorGE, Gower st High Court Pe 
Rept 1 Ord Sept 1 

Covey, Exias. south Hampstead, Cycle Maker High 
Court Pet Aug1 Ord aug 30 

Duxy, G R. York, Bottler York Pet Aug9 Ord Augy 

KcoiEs. Joun, Warrington, Mogineer Warrington Pet 
Aug 30 Ord Aug 30 

Evans, Davin James, Lampeter, 
Carmarthen Pet Aug15 Ord Sept1 

Firzwiciiam, the Hon wittiam ReGinatp WENTWorts, 
Grosvenor sq High Court Pet March 16 Ord Aug3i 

Greenwoop, Frep, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Aug ll 
Ord Sept 1 ; 

Grimwoop. CHarizs Tuomas, Cardiff, Marine Engineer 
Cardiff Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 28 

Harxett, Henry James, Plaistow. Essex, Plater High 
Court Pet Aug 29 Ord aug 29 

Hastam, Samver, Carrington, Nottingbam, Méilliner 
Nottingham Pet Sept1 Ord Sept 1 

Haymann, Gustav, Hastings Hastings Pet Aug 28 Ori 
A 31 

moedie. Apert Henry, Rock Ferry, Chester, Wholesale 
Butcher Liverpool Pet July 19 Ord Aug 29 

Hockxyett, 8 C, Hove, Sussex, Gentleman Brighton 
Ord Aue 29 

House. Leonarp, Hove, Sussex, Cattle Dealer Brighton 
Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug 31 


Birming- 


Cotiys, James, Birmingham, Builder 
Aug 25 Ord Aug 30 


Cardigans, Clothier 


Hour, Cuarces, Bangor Bangor Pet Aug 31 Ord 
Aug 31 ~ 

Hutmue. Samvet, Blackpool, Provision Dealer Preston 
Pet Augl17 Oecd aug 31 


Inman, ( HARLES Witiiam, Ludgate hill, Solicitor High 
Court Pet June 22 Ord Aug 31 ; 

James, Henry Joun, Treorky, Glam, Colliery Haulier 
Pontypridd Pet Sept1 Ord Sept 1 

James, Jonn Wituiams, 8t Thomas, Exeter, Corn Mer 
chant Exeter Pet July 27 Ord Aug 30 

Jzeprs, Henry Bateman, Sunderland, Milliner Sunder 
land Pet Augs Ord Aug 29 

Lucas, Carey, Nelson, Lancs, Weaver Burnley Pet Aug 
81 Ord Ang 31 

Martix, HEyry Witson, North Finchley, Fancy Goods 
Importer High Court Pet July 31 Ord Aug 29 

Maerix, Raypati ARTHUR “HARLES, Carshalton, Surrey, 
Uycle Maker Croydon Pet Aug 30 Ord Aug 30 

MatrHewmay, Newman Joan, Forest Gate, Essex High 
Court Pet June9 Ord Aug 29 

Morris, Horatio Sykehouse, nr Snaith, Farmer Sheffield 
P-t July 27 Ora sept 1 

Morrmer, Epwarp Exsvyest, 8t Neots, Hunts, Pork 
Butcher Bedford Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 S 

Patrick, Henry Jones. Hastings, Traveller Hastings 
Pet Aug3) Ord aug 30 

Payne. Frayx, Hammersmith, Butcher High Court Pet 
July 138 Ord aug 30 

Puiurrs. SamveL, Exeter, Forage Dealer Exeter Pet 
Aug 30 Oro Aug 30 : 

Rurrer Epoar Fravxcis, South Kensington, Financial 
Agent HighCourt Pet Aug 30 Ord sug 30 

Srantey, (CHARLES Henry, Walsall, Journeyman Sadiler 
Walsall Pet Aug 29 Ord Auz 29 

Swiss, ALFRED Heyry, Devonport, Stationer Plymouth 
Pet July 10 Ord Aug 30 


Tompkins, HicHarp, Leicester, Licensed Victualler 
Leicester Pet Aug 30 Ord Aug 30 
Treasure, Peter, Bristol, Outfitter Bristol Pet Aug® 


Ord Aug 30 
Tunsrivcz, WiLtiam AtraEep, Nunhead, Surrey, Builder 
High Court Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 2¥ 


Turton, Mary Jang, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford 
Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 
Westiaks, Wittiam Bowyprieup, Swansea, Merchant 


Swansea Pet Aug13 Ord Aug 31 
Wixrxson, Tom, Wainfleet Ali Saints, Lincs, Ironmonget 
Boston Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

Baker, Caances Srvart, Sinclair rd, West Kensington, 
Civil Engineer Sigh Court Rec Ord June 6, 188 
Adjud July 26,1899 Resc & Annul Aug 27, 1900 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

Tuomson, Joun Freeman, Markham sq, ‘thelsea, out of 

business High Court Adjud March 15, 1994 Annu 


—— 





All letters intended for publication in the 
‘« Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is expervenced om procurieg the 
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